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Abstract  
Taking a practically social turn recently, a broad and rich writing curriculum can enjoy enormous potential for broadening the 
language scholarship of the undergraduates. Having this in mind, the current study explored he writing curricular practices in 
terms of perceptions of learning and pedagogy and writing goals. To see through the perception of the process and product of 
writing, four-hundred English majors of six universities and sixty college instructors were asked to complete a validated 
questionnaire (AI-Sharah, 1997). The t-test and Mann-Whitney U statistical tests applied to assorted data revealed  significant 
differences in the distribution of instructors’ and Iranian language students’ perceptions of collegiate writing regarding the nature 
of writing, attention paid to writing factors by instructors, and acquiring writing competence. Turing to writing goals, several 
Chi-Square tests suggested an existing tension between critical facets of instructors’ and students’ writing goals, namely objects 
of goals, actions taken, and responsibility. The findings of this study can potentially afford instructors and writing program 
developers considerable insights into current curricular practice and required pedagogical steps taken to ease the tensions. 
© 2014 Aghajanzadeh, Hemmati, Hessamy, and Irvani. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of Urmia University, Iran. 
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1. Introduction 
A huge part of publications related to L2 writers in writing centers has investigated the suggestions addressed to 
teachers and has intended to boost their ability to address L2 students’ needs and expectations in recognition of the 
fact that these may contradict standard principles of writing center interactions (Williams, 2002; Thonus, 2003). The 
bottom line of many of these publications is to say that the real needs of L2 students in the writing center often did  
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not match the writing center ideology. Major variables related to variation in learners' second language writing and 
their interrelation should be investigated to provide richer writing opportunities in terms of teaching and learning. 
However, Cumming and Riazi (2000) note that that L2 writing suffers from an absence of coherent understanding of 
"how people actually learn to write in a second language" and of how teaching contributes to this learning (p. 57). 
This inconvenience does not hinder any attempt to carry out in-depth studies within educational programs not only to 
account realistically for what happens in learning and teaching writing but also to assist in explaining them.  
 
  Teaching second language writing is basically promoted by individual instructors’ choices, ongoing decisions, 
and actions to plan activities relevant to the learning aims of a group of language learners as well as their curriculum, 
institutional, and societal contexts. Writing instructors may adhere to one of pedagogical options which affects their 
teaching methodology and syllabuses designed for a writing program by which student writers’ needs or necessities 
should be addressed. For planning a rigorous curriculum, these needs should be assessed through accounting for 
learners' predispositions toward features of classroom pedagogical practices and independent learning. Nunan (1989) 
believes that researchers are to glean a considerable insight into the learner’s perspective inasmuch as “no 
curriculum can claim to be truly learner-centered unless the learner’s subjective needs and perceptions relating to the 
process of learning (p.177). Similarly, Leki (2000) invites writing researchers to trust and delve into students’ voices 
and interpretations for an introduction of pedagogical practices into writing sessions to know about the quality of 
support they receive for their personal and academic goals. Rinnert and Kobayashi (2001) discovered differing 
perception of writing by Japanese EFL readers. Novice students pay more attention to content while more proficient 
language learners and their non-native instructors attend to cohesion, coherence, and clarity more than the 
inexperienced students. This clash of perceptions varying by students’ proficiency level, their preferred writing 
features, their first language , and teachers’ competence should be seriously attended to plan writing courses. Reid 
(1995) argues that writing needs analysis can inform us about the instructors' instructional planning and show 
learners’ writing development the course progresses. In a similar study but with a focus on goals of writing, Brown 
(1995) came to the conclusion that goal statements clearly mirror academic, cognitive, and linguistic status of 
students’ writing competence. Also, we can find out the degree of effectiveness of writing courses in this regard. 
Graves (2000) notes “clear goals help to make teaching purposeful because what you do in class is related to your 
overall purpose. Goals and objectives provide a basis for making choices about what to teach and how" (p. 79).  
 
     Matsuda, Saenkhum, and Accardi (2013) conducting an institutional case study figure out that writing teachers 
understand the presence and needs of  second language writers. However, many of them do not make any special 
provisions to meet the unique needs of L2 writers due to restrictive program policies, an absence of common 
instructional and evaluative materials, and professional preparation opportunities. 
 
     Cumming (2006, p.9) note that “activities such as learning to write in a second language are mobilized by 
motives” such as higher education or careers. There is a need for studies to investigate learners’ particular goals for 
acquiring a second language in ways that can suggest their cognitive values and their immediate effects on particular 
aspects of language development (Dornyei, 2003). This need may appear more urgent in probing writing as it has 
long been acknowledged as an inherently goal-oriented activity. Established goals, which vary according to cultural 
expectations and available resources (John, 1997), regulate mental efforts while composing and determine required 
affective and cognitive resources in all stages of writing such as outlining and editing.  
 
2. Method 
The purpose of this study was to see through the college instructors’ and students perceptions of writing and their 
writing goals as these participants were expected to shed some light on the activities they apply while writing, 
problems they face in an EFL academic context, and goals they establish for writing improvement. Research 
questions (RQ) and the hypotheses (H) which guided the design of the current study are: 
RQ1: Is there any significant difference between the writing goals established by instructors and student writers at 
college level? 
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RQ2: Are writing goals set by fresh students and sophomores studying the writing courses different from goals 
established by seniors and juniors who have passed these courses? 
RQ3: Do English language majors and their instructors have similar perceptions of writing process and product? 
H1: There is not any significant difference between the writing goals set by instructors and student writers at college 
level? 
H2: There is not any significant difference between the writing goals established by fresh students and sophomores 
and those set by junior and senior university students? 
H3: English language majors and their instructors perceive writing product and process similarly. 
2.1 Participants 
400 English majors of 6 universities and 60 college instructors were asked to complete a validated questionnaire. It 
was tried to include a representative sample of subjects in terms of gender, type of university, and time of teaching 
and learning. Regarding the context of teaching following universities lecturers and assistant professors with a range 
of teaching experience between 5 to 21 years filled out the questionnaire: Islamic Azad University of Research and 
Science, North Tehran, Rasht, Tonekabon,and Lahijan branches, Payam-e-Noor University branches of Tehran, 
Rasht ,and Rudsar, Univderisty of Guilan, Urmia University, Imam khomeini international university of Ghazvin, 
Shiraz University, and University of Tabriz. Turning to student writers, English students majoring in English 
Literature, Translation, and Language Teaching studying at Islamic Azad University of Rasht, University of Guilan, 
and Payam-e-Noor University of Rasht Branch participated in this survey. Of four hundred, 231 students were fresh 
students and sophomores studying writing courses and the rest were those language students who had passed the 
writing courses such as Advanced Composition, Essay Writing, and Letter Writing. Mediating learning, teaching, 
and curriculum contexts, goals of academic writing came under a close examination from the perspective of 
seventeen instructors and nineteen language learners through a semi-structured interview protocol. Seven instructors 
held a Ph.D. degree, eight writing instructors were Ph.D. candidates and 2 of them had an M.A degree. Turning to 
the learners, 10 of them were fresh students and sophomores and the rest were the senior students who had passed 
their college writing courses. 
2.2 Instruments 
400 English majors of 6 universities and 60 college instructors were asked to complete a validated questionnaire 
(AI-Sharah, 1997). The multifaceted questionnaire deployed to figure out the teachers’ and learners’ perception of 
writing skill taught in EFL college settings was comprised of five major parts: writing process in general and its 
related practices and strategies, understanding the nature of writing skill, teachers’ and students perception of how to 
learn writing, difficulty of writing tasks and its contributing ,and considered factors in teaching writing. The Liker 
Scale was used for all questions of the questionnaire. The t-test and Mann-Whitney U statistical tests were applied to 
the assorted data to find out if there were any significant differences in the distribution of instructors’ and English 
majors’ perceptions of collegiate writing. An interview protocol developed by Cumming, Busch, and Zhou (2002) 
under semi-structured conditions was employed. The interview covered six major areas of second language writing 
goals: force of goals, objects, actions taken, contexts of actions, aspirations, and responsibilities for goals. These 
areas were comprised of related subcategories. Several Inter-coder reliability coefficient analyses were deployed to 
detect the degree of dependability or consistency of coders’ decisions. Several Pearson’s chi-squared tests and 
Fisher’s Exact tests were applied to analyzing the degree of differences between the goals of writing set by 
instructors and student writers.  
2.3 Procedure                                                                                                                                                              
 
Questionnaires were distributed among those students who volunteered to fill out the questionnaire. All of them 
were motivated by their instructors lending a helping hand to the researcher by giving 1 point for their midterm 
performances to  fully engage with the questions. Some writing related issues were explained in Farsi to those 
students who had difficulty understanding their role and importance in composition. What is more is that instructors 
who had declared their earlier confirmation for attending the survey were given the questionnaire in person or by 
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email. Vaguely responded items were asked to be clarified by both instructors and students. Interviews were 
conducted by allowing all participants the option of using either Farsi or English languages and were fully 
transcribed. Standard punctuation and spelling for spoken dialog were used. However, utterances originally spoken 
in Farsi were carefully translated into English. The frequency of writing goals was measured once five randomly 
selected transcribed interviews came under an inter-coder reliability analysis.  Several Inter-coder reliability 
coefficient analyses and associated standard errors were calculated through AgreeStat- 3 SAS. The achieved results 
(analysis κ = 0.901 deriving from .913 total agreement) implying a high degree of agreement ensured the 
continuation of coding the rest of interview transcribed data by the researcher. Some parts of interview or statements 
of students and instructors about their goals for writing were vague or incomplete. They would be regarded as goals 
of writing in coding analysis if they included the following sense: plan, action in progress, desire, idea or attitude, 
and object of the goal. Supposing that none of them were included in transcription, the utterance would not be coded 
as a goal statement.  
 
3. Results and discussions 
3.1 Instructors’ and Students’ writing Perceptions 
The multi-perspective questionnaire applied to understanding the instructors’ and learners’ perception of writing 
skill consisted of five major parts: Section one investigated the writing process in general and its related practices 
and strategies. Section two was about how students and instructors find the nature of writing skills. The next concern 
of the questionnaire survey was to know the teachers’ and students perceptions of how to learn writing and acquire 
its competence. Difficulty of writing tasks and its related variables were investigated in the fourth part of the survey. 
The final episode of the questionnaire concentrated on the matter of how writing is taught or how much attention is 
paid to several writing factors in Iranian college settings. The Liker Scale was used for all questions of the 
questionnaire. 
3.1.1 The writing Process 
The items for the first section, the writing process, were outlining, asking others, drafting, revising, and editing.  
Concerning the outlining, 43 percent of students reported outlining as their typical activity while writing. Instructors 
reported likewise (45 percent) for students who outline the contents before their writings. The Mann-Whitney U test 
exposed no statistically significant differences between students’ responses and those of their instructors’, i.e. the p-
value was 0.890 which is not significant at p≤ 0.05 (See table 1).  
                                    Table 1:  The results of Mann-Whitney tests for the strategy use 
                                        
Strategies Mann-Whitney U  Asymp.Sig (2-tailed) 
Asking others for grammar and ideas 14252 .314 
Outlining 13789 .089 
Drafting 13345 .782 
Revising and editing 11400 .0689 
 
Turning to making a draft before writing, teachers had a true understanding of students’ preparatory practices as 
67.5 percent of them believed that students always or usually made a draft and 61.5 percent of students reported that 
they typically deploy this activity before writing. On the contrary, revising and editing were not handled similarly by 
percentage. 53 percent of students suggested that they check and correct their writings before the real performance 
while 46 percent of instructors believed that students adopt these strategies.  12 percent of language students 
believed that revising and editing is their permanent writing habit while this value was 4 for their teachers. Despite 
this discrepancy, Mann-Whitney using ranks yielded a U value of 114004, indicating no significant difference as the 
achieved statistical significance level of any difference .0689 was higher than .05. Both groups of participants were 
similar in reporting students’ tendency to tap the expertise of others for expressing better ideas and richer language 
in writing.  41 percent of teachers believed that hardly do students get help from others for writing ideas and 
language; similar to the students’ view which 39 and 5 percent of them rarely and never ask others in theses regards 
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respectively. The linguistic concerns of student writers during the writing process were also studied.  The man-
Whitney U test results revealed that there were no statistically significant differences between the responses students 
gave regarding their linguistic concerns and worries in their writing process and those of which instructors 
formulated. The statistical significance level of any difference was not found between the two groups (students and 
instructors) regarding each linguistic feature as all the achieved significance levels were higher than .05. So, the null 
hypothesis proposing that there is no statistically difference between the two means cannot be rejected (See Table 
2).  
                                           Table 2: The results of Mann-Whitney tests for linguistic concerns 
                                           
Linguistic Concerns Mann-Whitney U  Asymp.Sig (2-tailed) 
Grammar 12542 .2634 
Vocabulary 13667 .0825 
Spelling 12400 .0627 
Punctuation 13999 .0593 
 
      Similarly, the same result was obtained for discourse concerns in the writing process save organization i.e. ρ = 
0.019 < .05 (See table 3). About twenty five percent of instructors thought that their students seriously have 
organizational concerns in their writing process while about half of students (46 %) reported this concern while 
writing.  
                                             Table 3: The results of Mann-Whitney tests for discoursal concerns 
                                 
Discoursal Concerns Mann-Whitney U  Asymp.Sig (2-tailed) 
Purpose 13721 .0993 
Reader 12314 .0593 
Audience 14034 .0669 
Ideas 12004 .0892 
Organization 14982 .0192 
 
Audience was not reported as the main writing obsession as both groups had a consensus about the degree of 
students involvement with this important feature of composition. 
3.1.2 The nature of writing 
The second section of the questionnaire was related to participants’ perception of writing skill or how they depict 
this language skill in their academic studies. This part included nine assumptions.  
       Majority of college instructors responded positively to the idea of writing as a mental process since 88 percent 
of them believed that writing requires clear, serious thinking. Referring to the smaller percentage of students and 
their related statistical results, we can find a different perception of this feature of writing nature between two 
groups of participants. At the same time, 54 percent of students and 38.5 percent of instructors found writing skill as 
a mechanical process that can be honed by exposure to rules, exercise, and samples of writing. Most instructors 
(85.5 percent) perceived writing as a recursive process in that a writer should utilize various strategies such as 
generating ideas, coherently linking them, outlining, and revising. Nevertheless, only 53 percent of students agreed 
writing demands various activities. Moreover, students and college instructors were different at their views on 
whether writing is a personal activity. More than half of student writers believed that writing is a medium to express 
themselves through using personal ideas and experiences while only 50 percent of instructors did so. On the contrary 
to mentioned differences, the degree of difficulty of the writing skill and its lexical demand were perceived similarly 
inasmuch as their related obtained p-values were higher than .05. However, the necessity of rhetorical and discoursal 
aspects of writing was differently received. Roughly three-fifths of teachers (59.5 percent), compared with only 30.5 
percent of students, agreed that ideas, arguments, instances are presented differently as to writing purposes. This 
thinking difference was also observed in readership and the culture-specific nature of writing. Instructors had a 
relatively high opinion of these two issues i.e. about 60 percent of instructors believed that the reader is to be 
communicatively considered while writing, and L2 writers should adhere to cultural and pragmatic norms of English 
language. As shown by Table 4, these two features were differently perceived by learners as the achieved p-values 
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are lower than .05 (.033 and .045 for the statement writing is negotiation with readers and writing needs L2 cultural 
familiarity respectively). 
 
 
                                Table 4: The results of Mann-Whitney tests for the nature of writing 
                
The nature of Writing Students 
(%) 
Instructors 
    (%) 
Mann-Whitney U Asymp.Sig (2-tailed) 
Writing is a mental process 71 88 14200 .045 
Writing is a mechanical process 54 38.5 13564 .035 
Writing is a recursive process 53 85.5 12354 .029 
Writing is a strictly personal activity 62.5 50 11285 .044 
Writing is the most difficult skill 71 66 12653 .051 
Writing needs  high lexical  knowledge 78 72.5 11993 .066 
Writing needs a knowledge of rhetorical conventions 30.5 59.5 12345 .028 
Writing is negotiation with readers 41.5 59.5 14567 .033 
Writing needs L2 cultural familiarity 34 60 14231 .045 
 
3.1.3 Learning to write 
The third part of the questionnaire survey was focused on how students can learn the writing skill. Eight procedures 
were investigated and four areas of difference were detected. In particular, 54 percent of students and 64 percent of 
instructors believed that pattern practices would help students improve their writing. Also, writing improvement was 
not remarkably found bound to the genetic capability as 55 percent of students and half of instructors did not report 
these factors interrelated. 15 percent of each group was not sure about this relationship. The same irrelevance was 
observed in investigating the role of translation which received marginal importance by instructors and students. 
What is more, grammar and vocabulary were attached significant importance in enhancing writing skill from the 
perspective of both groups. Similarly, L1 writing experience was perceived as an effective factor to improve L2 
writing since about half of participants were agreed on the significance of L1 wiring role.  On the contrary, resulted 
p-values of three assumptions (exposure to good writing models, reading activities, and finally planning, editing ,and 
revision)  didn’t exceed .05, proving that two groups were different in their perceptions of these methods' roles in 
boosting writing knowledge. In particular, roughly 80 percent of learners found access to good writing samples 
effective in their writing improvement while this figure for their instructors was about 20 percent.  Also, to about 70 
percent of students planning and revising were not effective ways to broaden the writing scholarship while their 
instructors thought differently and the same amount of them had a high opinion of these procedures. Reading 
activity was another procedure to increase the writing quality which received marginal attention in terms of its 
effectiveness by students (23 %), opposed to their instructors’ view as about 80 percent of them found it useful in 
writing improvement.  
 3.1.4 Difficulty of writing  
Eleven characteristics of writing skill were investigated in terms of their degree of difficulty.  The last three items 
shown in table 5 are related to three modes of writing. All of them were analyzed though descriptive statistics as 
they had been presented by a five-point scale (4 represented substantial difficulty, 3 much difficulty, 2 some 
difficulty, 1 a little difficulty, and 0 no difficulty at all). Several Welch's t-tests were employed to compare the 
means of samples with unequal variances. Except for cohesive signals and organizing ideas, instructors and 
language students saw many variables at a roughly same level of difficulty as the statistics revealed. The P values of 
mentioned variables did not exceed .05 with t results of 2.1 and 5.5. However, the degree of difficulty of 
contributing factors varied. In particular, argumentative writing was considered the most difficult text type or 
writing mode to be written regarding both groups’ view. Likewise, developing arguments, vocabulary, and 
organizing ideas were other areas of difficulty for which students and instructors concerned.  
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                               Table 5: Participations’ perceptions of factors causing difficulty in L2 writing                         
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The majority of students’ and instructors’ responses given to the difficulty of grammar were clustered in the ranges 
of a little difficulty and some difficulty allocated points 1and 2 respectively. 
3.1.5Attention paid to writing factors by instructors 
The final part of the questionnaire dealt with the attention given to several writing variables. A five-point scale (4-0, 
where 4 stands for substantial attention, 3 for much attention, 2 for some attention, 1 for little attention, and 0 for no 
attention) was issued. Supposing that student mirrored teachers’ teaching practices, there would be a mismatch 
between instructors’ theories and practices. This came true in this study wherein significant differences in terms of 
heed paid to teaching vocabulary and ideas and concept from the perspective of instructors and students and a 
significant difference in attention paid to discourse by instructors were observed. P- values of all mentioned 
variables extracted from multiple Welch's t-tests did not exceed .05 (df = 458) . However, students’ thinking about 
the degree of attention paid to grammar, text structure, and discourse while teaching was as same as their 
instructors’ perception. In particular, the least covered issue from the perspective of both participants was discourse 
owing to its lowest respective mean (1.8 for students, 2.1 for instructors) 
3.2 Instructors’ and Students’ Writing Goals 
Goals set by students and teachers influence the strategies and actions that they take to improve their abilities. In 
educational settings, students’ goals stem from long-term personal histories, which push them into focusing on 
present activities, hence shaping future abilities. Teachers’ goals likewise build on teaching knowledge and 
experience, the aims and obstacles of the courses, and their understanding of the specific learners they encounter in 
their classes. Thus, the aim of the third episode of the phase one was studying the writing goals established by 
instructors and student who major in English for the purposes of teaching, translation, and literature. Five areas of 
writing goals were probed: force of goals, objects, actions taken, contexts of actions, aspirations, and 
responsibilities for goals. It should be noted that two kinds of comparison were carried out through several Pearson 
Chi-Square tests and Fisher’s Exact tests: 1-differences between the goals set by instructors and language student 2- 
differences between goals established by fresh students and sophomores and writing goals set by junior and senior 
students passing their writing courses.  
Areas of Difficulty  Means and Standard Deviation DF t Two-tailed 
P-value          Students Instructors 
M SD M SD    
Grammar 1.92 .78 2.0 .93  
 
 
 
4.58 
.72 .471 
Vocabulary 2.44 .89 2.61 .69 1.57 .115 
Expressing Ideas 2.66 .99 2.83 .81 1.26 .205 
Punctuation 1.43  .99 1.23 .51 1.53 .125 
Spelling 1.59 1.1 1.92 .59 1.07 .281 
Cohesive Signals 1.89 .79 1.68 .70 2.19 .028 
Organizing Ideas 2.14 .89 2.81 .73 5.55 .0001 
Developing Arguments 2.96 .91 2.91 .83 .40 .688 
Descriptive Writing 1.26 1.02 1.33 .42 1.11 .267 
Explanatory Writing 2.0 .92 1.85 .78 1.19 .237 
Argumentative writing 3.10 .54 3.21 .57 1.46 .144 
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3.2.1 Force of goal 
This episode of writing goals concern three subcategories: intention, dilemma, and outcome. A goal may be in a 
fully realized state as an intention, expressing something that students want or desire along with actions for 
regulating their behavior to do so. Second, a language learner may first set a goal as a dilemma, detecting a problem, 
conflict, or uncertainty about actions to take when writing. Third, a student may already have accomplished a goal 
and be referring back to it as an outcome, which is satisfactorily accomplished or resolved. Some statements have 
been provided to have a clear picture of force of goal.  
                  Students’ intention detected:  
Interviewer: Are there specific types of writing that you like improve in your English writing? 
Student: no specific writing but I really like to use collocations in my writing. It makes my writing better. 
Students’ dilemma detected: 
My spelling is weak, I know some words but I can’t write. I can’t use good ideas to support. 
Instructors’ dilemma detected:  
I think they need to read some good essays to improve the coherence. 
Students’ outcome detected:  
When I see some good samples, I try to read them well and apply some if more advanced grammars or even 
better vocabularies.  
 
      The p-value achieved from the Chi-Square test (X2(4) =12.33, Sig.(.015) <0.05) revealed a significant difference 
in  goals distribution established by instructors and students. Three z-tests and Fisher’s Exact tests for each variable 
of force of goal exposed a significant difference between the frequency of intention as its associated p-values gained 
from two statistical tests were not higher than .05. In other words, in terms of force of goal, teachers and students 
had a similar degree of outcomes and dilemmas in their writing teaching and learning. By percentage, about 40 
percent of teachers’ force of goal was allotted to intention while this figure for students was 53 percent.  
 
     The next step was comparing the writing goals of students who were passing the writing courses (fresh students 
and sophomores) with those of senior and junior language students who had passed these courses. The archived p-
values repeated the same result as intention was the different area of two groups of students in their force of goal, 
making up 45 percent of senior and junior students’ but this figure for those who were passing the writing courses 
was 62.5 percent.  Overall, the only significant difference was observed in intention of participants. Students showed 
more intentions in their interviews compared to their instructors. It is worthy of note that intentions detected in fresh 
students’ and sophomores’ interviews outnumbered those of who had passed the writing courses. 
 
3.2.2 Objects of goals 
The second concern of investigating the writing goals of instructors and students was about their objects or main 
writing purposes with which their actions and efforts are associated. The result of the Pearson Chi-Square test 
exposed the heterogeneity of objects of goals among participants i.e. X2(12) =55.76, Sig. <0.05. Nevertheless, 
further analyses through z-test and Fisher’s Exact tests revealed some areas of differences among three types of 
participants. Language, rhetoric, ideas, affective, and learning were statistically aimed differently for improving 
writing in terms of teaching and learning as their relevant p-values of both the z-test and Fisher’s exact test  did not 
exceed .05. Students were more concerned about improving their language ( 35%) rather than rhetoric(14%). 
Nonetheless, instructors’ 25 percent of objects of goals was for language and 23 percent for rhetoric, showing a 
general consensus over teaching these two writing factors. Likewise, teachers were significantly more concerned 
with learning, affective states, and ideas compared with their students. Two groups of students divided regarding 
their period of studying were different in object of goals when it came to rhetoric and composing. The study 
revealed that students who had passed the writing courses were more concerned about rhetoric than their 
counterparts who were studying writing. 17 percent of objects of goals was for rhetoric in the former gropu while 
this figure was 11 percent for the latter group of students.  On the contrary, fresh students and sophomores expressed 
more concerns  about composing or writing for writing ( 28 percent)  meanwhile  this goal made up only 11 percent 
of  senior and junior students‘ object of goals.  
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  3.2.3 Actions taken  
Statistical output revealed significant differences in three areas of teachers, reading, and resources as their 
respective p values did not exceed .05. On another reading, instructors and students act differently to improve 
students’ writing in these areas. 20 percent of students aimed to boost their writing by seeking assistance from their 
teachers but this strategy made up only 13 percent of instructors’ action to improve writing. Also, 23 percent of 
instructors expressed the role of reading in writing progress while this activity was received poorly by students 
(12%). The use of resources such as the Internet made of 21 percent of instructors’ action but only 14 percent of 
students’. Turning to the investigation into two groups of students’ guiding steps, People and reading were two 
areas in which they showed their differences. In particular, 17 percent of senior and juniors students found reading 
as a useful activity for their writing improvement while less than 1 percent of fresh students and sophomores took 
this view. On the contrary, less than 1 percent (.071%) of upper-term students saw people such as classmates and 
peers helping in this regard while lower-term students thought differently and 16 percent of them believed that 
others assistance can be sought for better writing performances.   
3.2.4 Contexts of actions    
Moreover, students and instructors described their goals for writing improvement in respect to several contexts, 
including tests they were preparing for (e.g., for university admissions or professional qualifications), work 
situations (e.g., tasks or expectations for writing associated with jobs previously held or to be sought in the future), 
family members (e.g., parents, spouses, or siblings who helped or provided guidance with writing), or others in 
home environments (e.g., roommates, neighbors, or friends).  Both groups saw the class environment differently as 
its achieved p-values for both applied statistical tests did not exceed .05. 72 percent of students saw classes as a 
proper place and context to have some steps taken to improve their writing performances while their instructors’ 
interviews exposed a far lesser degree of classroom significance as this context made up 52 percent of context of 
actions. It is worthy of note that there were no significant differences between the context of actions detected in two 
groups of students’ interviews. 
 3.2.5 Aspirations 
 
This part of questionnaire dealt with the fact that  how much students’ goals for writing improvement were phrased 
in reference to long-term academic or career plans such as future university studies, tests they would have to take, or 
expectations for writing in their intended career or employment. This investigation suggested that more aspirations 
were phrased by students compared to their instructors ( 180 and 88 aspirations, respectively by students and 
instructors). Two groups were not significantly different at considering career as a long term purpose for their 
writing improvement. Nonetheless, students did not see eye to eye with their instructors as 56 percent of teachers’ 
aspiration was directed to students’ university studies while about 34 percent of students thought so. On the 
contrary, students were more concerned with their test performance which constituted 39 percent of their long-term 
aims, opposed to 20 percent of instructors’. Turning to the impact of time of studying, all achieved p-values did not 
exceed .05, exposing the fact that students were significantly different at having aspirations for writing 
improvement.  In particular, more academically experienced students had more aspirations for university studies and 
carrier (respectively 43% and 34% compared to 25% and 21% of fresh students and sophomores). Students who 
were in their first and second terms of university study were more aspired to better writing examinations 
performances as this aim made up 54 percent of their aspirations opposed to 22 percent of senior and junior students. 
3.2.6 Responsibilities for writing goals 
Participant of writing classes bear different responsibilities for achieving writing goals. The final section of 
interview data data was about who takes on the primary duty in this regard. The Chi-Square test revealed a 
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significant difference in responsibilities for writing goals assigned by students and instructors .i.e. X2(6) =48.73, 
Sig.(0.0) <0.05. Four z-tests and Fisher’s Exact tests for each subcategory of responsibilities suggested instructors 
delegate greater responsibilities for writing improvement to their students to whom this was more lied with their 
teachers.  Instructors found their own share of responsibilities in about 25 percent but this was 33 percent to students 
who saw themselves 61 percent responsible while their instructors delegate greater responsibility to them (70 %). 
What should be finally said that students in two groups shared a same view of who is responsible for ameliorating 
the writing performances.  
5. Conclusion 
Mismatches between students’ and their teachers’ understanding about the writing process and a conceptual gap 
between the goals they set for writing improvement can damage any English curriculum inasmuch as this drawback 
might breed inappropriate strategies, unrealistic expectations, or underrepresented outcomes. In terms of writing 
perceptions, there was a wide gap in understanding the nature of writing, learning to write; more importantly, 
attention paid to writing factors by instructors. The deeply rooted reason for these perceptual mismatches can be 
associated with the current existing thinking in writing course design which lays emphasis on training novice writers 
with a central focus on cognitive and linguistic aspects of writing by setting a threshold level in a linear process. 
Through this pedagogic thinking knowledge is just told and cannot be transformed ,as Weigle (2005) argues; 
therefore, there is an urgent need of rethinking of writing programs and calling for expertise on designing writing 
courses as a solution to foster the knowledge of topic, discourse, and genre and  consequently to bridge the gap. 
Also, teacher training program should be enriched with inclusion of discourse and oracy management courses that 
reflect social concerns of writing. Turning to writing goals, the heterogeneity of objects of goals, aspirations, 
actions taken, and responsibility among participants can pose a serious threat to curricular practices as writing goals 
established by instructors and students can suggest their cognitive values, have immediate effects on regulating 
mental efforts while composing and teaching writing, and determine required affective and cognitive resources in all 
stages of writing. 
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